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Dear Mr. Cuatrman: The following report of the second meetin 
of the Canada-United States Interparliamentary Group is submitt 
for the use of the Committee on Foreign Affairs. It is hoped that | 
the material contained in this report will be of use to the committee 
in its consideration of legislation affecting relations between the 
United States and Canada. 

Epona F. Ketty, 
Chairman, House Group, | 
Canada-United States Interparliamentary Group. 
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REPORT OF THE SECOND MEETING OF THE CANADA-UNITED 
STATES INTERPARLIAMENTARY GROUP, JUNE 25-28, 1959 


BacKGROUND 


The United States and Canada share a common geography. Each 
of these nations has a common heritage, common interests, and com- 
mon objectives in domestic, national, and international. relations. 
Each of these sovereign nations has economic, diplomatic, and mili- 
tary problems which directly derive from their close association and 
from the threat to the free world of the Communist leaders of the 
Kremlin in their desire to enslave mankind. Their celebrated unde- 
fended common border, which is proof to the world of the ability of 
two nations to live peaceably with each other, nevertheless gives rise 
to many problems which test their capacity to resolve. 

On the executive level of government between Canada and the 
United States, there has been and is a close relationship. The need 
for closer understanding on the legislative level has been brought to 
our attention in the Special Study Mission Report of Representative 
Brook Hays and Representative Frank M. Coffin ' which was issued 
on May 5, 1958, following a study of the relations between the United 
States and Canada. In this report they recommended exploration of 
formal recognition of United States-Canadian relationships as a con- 
tinuing area of interest by a subcommittee or a joint committee. 
They further recommended periodic visits to each country by the 
parliamentarians of the other. 

Prime Minister Diefenbaker of Canada on June 8, 1958, endorsed 
the Hays-Coffin recommendation ? and suggested the formation of an 
interparliamentary group. Following this suggestion, Senator Aiken 
of Vermont introduced Senate Resolution 359 in the U.S. Senate, 
authorizing a study of the problem of United States and Canadian 
parliamentary liaison. S. 359 passed the U.S. Senate on August 8 
1958. Following its passage, Senator Aiken visited Canada an 
undertook discussions with Speaker Michener of the Canadian House 
of Commons and Speaker Drouin of the Canadian Senate, looking 
toward the formation of an interparliamentary group and establishing 
the framework for such an organization. Subsequently, Repre- 


sentatives Hays and Coffin again visited Canada with the approval 
of the Speaker of the House and held further discussions with Cana- 
dian officials concerning the establishment of such a group. 


‘. . No. 1766, 85th Cong., 2d sess. 
2 at Wesleyan University, Middletown, Conn., June 8, 1958. 
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2 THE CANADA-UNITED STATES INTERPARLIAMENTARY GROUP 


The first meeting of the Canada-United States Interparliamentary 
Group was held on January 9 and 10, 1959, in Washington.* 

The delegation from the U.S. Senate was appointed by the chair- 
man of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and the delegation 
from the House of Representatives was appointed by the Speaker 
of the House. | 

At the January meeting there was discussion of topics of mutual 
concern to the United States and Canada, of agenda for future meet- 
ings, and of the procedural mechanisms which would be necessary. 

On February 18, 1959, the Honorable Edna F. Kelly introduced 
House Joint Resolution 254, authorizing U.S. participation in the 
Canada-United States Interparliamentary Group, providing proce- 
dural guidelines and authorizing the appropriation of funds for the 
expenses of the U.S. delegations to meetings. The resolution passed 
the House of Representatives on April 15, 1959, and passed the 
Senate on June 1, 1959, with amendments. The resolution was 
approved by the President on June 11, 1959, thereby becoming 
Public Law 86-42. 

_ At the January meetings an invitation was extended by the Cana- 
dian group to the U.S. delegation for meetings to be held in Montreal 
and Ottawa in connection witb the opening of the St. Lawrence Sea- 
be The invitation included 24 U.S. representatives. 
he Vice President named the following as representatives of the 
Senate: Senator George Aiken (chairman), Senator J. W. Fulbright, 
Senator Theodore Francis Green, Senator Alexander Wiley, Senator 
Hubert Humphrey, Senator Homer Capehart, Senator Mike Mans- 
field, Senator Wayne Morse, Senator Frank Carlson, Senator Frank 
Church, Senator J. Allen Frear, and Senator E. L. (Bob) Bartlett; 
and the Speaker of the House of Representatives named the following 
Members to the House of Representatives group: Representative 
Edna F. Kelly (chairman), Representative Frank Mt. Coffin, Repre- 
sentative Chester E. Merrow, Representative Walter H. Judd, Repre- 
sentative Harold D. Cooley, Representative Russell V. Mack, Repre- 
sentative Wayne N. Aspinall, Representative Gerald R. Ford, Jr., 
Representative Sidney R. Yates, Representative Frank Ikard, Repre- 
sentative Leonor K. Sullivan, and Representative Thaddeus J. Dulski. 
_ The Canadian delegation was ry se of the following: From the 
Canadian Senate: Speaker Mark R. Drouin, Hon. William R. Brunt, 
Hon. Lionel Choquette, Hon. Mrs. F. E. Inman, Hon. Norman Lam- 
bert, and Hon. Sydney J. Smith; from the House of Commons: 
Speaker Roland Michener, Miss ee Aitken, Mr. Richard A. 
Bell, Mr. Lloyd R. Crouse, Mr. Erik Nielsen, Mr. Arthur Smith, Mr. 
R. D. Thrasher, Mr. Egan Chambers, Mr. W. L. M. Creaghan, Mr. 
Paul Martineau, Mr. i C. McQuillan, Mr. George R. Muir, Hon. 
Lionel Chevrier, Hon. Paul T. Hellyer, Mr. A. Denis, Mr. Alan A. 
Macnaughton, Mr. Gabriel Roberge, and Mr. Hazen Argue. — 
3 The members of the Canadian delegation to this meeting were: Hon. Mark Drouin, Speaker of the Ben 
ate; Hon. William R. Brunt of Hanover, Ontario; Hon. Sydney John Smith of Kamloops, British Colum- 
bia; Hon. Roland Michener, Speaker of the House of Commons; Hon. Lionel Chevrier, Member for Laurier; 
Hazen Argue, Member for Assiniboia; William L. Houck, Member for Niagara Falls; Erik Nielsen, Mem- 
ber for Yukon, and Richard D. Thrasher, Member for Essex South. 
The members of the U.S. delegation were: Senator George D. Aiken, Vermont; Senator Homer Ca; 
hart, Indiana; Senator Mike Mansfield, Montana; Senator Wayne L. Morse, Oregon; Representative 
Edna F. Kelly, New York; Representative Frank M. Coffin, Maine; Representative Chester E. Merrow, 


New Hampshire, and Representative Walter H. Judd, Minnesota. 
These delegates constitute the steering group of the Canada-United States Interparliamentary Group. 
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JUNE 25-28. MEETINGS 


The second meeting of the Canada-United States Interparlia- 
mentary Group teok place in Montreal and Ottawa, June 25 through 
June 28. Meetings were held in Montreal on June 25 and 26, and 
in Ottawa on June 27. In addition to the above-mentioned delegates, 
Senators Dennis Chavez, Francis Case, Edmund S. Muskie, Winston 
L. Prouty, and Representatives Joseph W. Barr, Byron L. Johnson, 
and Robert R. Barry served as de facto alternates. 

Two plenary sessions were held, one at the opening of the meetings 
and the other at the close. . The remaining sessions were broken down 
into three sections each. Each section was composed of eight Cana- 
dian representatives and eight United States representatives. Each 
of the sections was devoted to one of the main agenda items; that is, 
(1) defense and defense production, (2) economic and trade problems, 
and (3) boundary waters. In each case, since the Canadians were 
the hosts to this meeting, a Canadian delegate served as chairman of 
the panel, while two U.S. delegates. were named for each meeting to 
serve as associate chairmen. The defense section was chaired by 
Speaker Drouin of the Canadian Senate. The associate chairmen 
for the United States were Representative Edna F. Kelly, and Senator 
George D. Aiken. The economic and trade problems. section was 
chaired by Speaker Roland Michener of the Canadian House of Com- 
mons, while the associate chairmen for the United States were Senator 
Wayne Morse (Oregon) and Representative Walter H. Judd (Min- 
nesota). The boundary-waters section was chaired by Mr. Erik 
Nielsen, member of Parliament, and the associate chairmen were 
Senator Hubert H. Humphrey (Minnesota) and Representative 
Frank M. Coffin (Maine). 

Under the procedures adopted by the group at the first meeting in 
January each delegation is to make a report to its own legislative 
body. It was generally agreed at that time and reaffirmed at the 
June meetings that the delegations would not make recommendations 
to their respective legislatures. The reasoning behind this decision 
is that the group is primarily a forum for discussion of mutual prob- 
lems and a mechanism whereby mutual understanding can be fur- 
thered. It is the purpose of these meetings to enable the legislators 
of the respective countries to become better acquainted with each 
other’s problems and thereby to bring more knowledge and under- 
standing to bear in the consideration of legislation which bears on 
relationships between the United States and Canada. 

Similarly, the group followed the rules laid down at the January 
meetings with respect to chairmanships. Under this procedure 
the host country provides the chairman for each meeting, while 
the chairmen from the visiting delegation are jointly responsible for 
the responses of their respective delegations. Pursuant to under- 
standings reached between the U.S. Senate and the U.S. House of 
Representatives, future meetings in the United States will be presided 
over by a “chairman for the meeting.’”’ The “chairman for the meet- 
ing”’ will be the presiding officer, but he will be assisted by and ey 
responsible with the cochairman from the other U.S. legislative 4 
The “chairmanship for the meeting’’ will rotate between the U.S. 
Senate and the U.S. House of Representatives. 
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4 THE CANADA-UNITED STATES INTERPAREIAMENTARY GROUP 


Each section made a report of its work to the final plenary session. 
These reports, which will not be published, endeavor to summarize 
the discussion and conclusions of the section. A press release (com- 
munique) was issued jointly by the cochairmen of each delegation, 
at the conclusion of the final plenary session. Much of the material 
contained in the reports is contained in the press release, a copy of 
which is appended. (See p.9.) 


“The group concluded that there is a broad measure of agreement 
between Canada andthe United States on basic defense policies and 
on Measures to implement that policy, and that there is an -unustal 
degree of interdependence between: Canada and the United States 
in the defense field arising from the problem of defending the North 
American Continent. There was general realization that the defense 
problems of the United States and Canada are so inextricably inter- 
twined ‘that, for all practical purposes, the two countries should, in 
this area, be considered as a single entity.’ The group stressed the 
need for legislators to have maximum access ‘to defense information 
consistent: with security considerations. This necessity arises from 
the responsibility of legislators to make decisions relating to defense 

“The Canadian group placed particular emphasis on the desirability 
of utilizing Canadian engineering skills and - industrial capacity: in 
defense production, both in the production and in the research and 
development field. The U.S. representatives agreed that there was 
considerable merit to the’Canadian ‘point of view but stressed that 
implementation of such a policy must of necessity be stibject to numer- 
ous practical considerations. 
» The group ‘was agreed that'there is a need for exchange of views 
between Canadian and U:S. legislators on matters of common concern 
in the defense field so that they may discharge their responsibilities 
more effectively. The group was of the opinion that the formation of 
the interparliamentary group is a welcome development in this area. 
_ The group discussed numerous other topics including the need for 
manned aircraft in the air defense of the continent, problems arisin 

from the vere of U.S. troops in Canada, control and storage o 

nuclear warheads, development of the Alaskan-United States Highway 
and channels of communication between the United States and Cana- 
dian Governments on defense matters. 


ECONOMIC AND TRADE MATTERS 


~ The section on economic and trade problems disctissed problems 
between the United States and Canada arising from trade in oil, gas, 
uranium, lead and zinc, copper, nickel, iron ore and aluminum. Bde 
' Oil.—The Canadians expressed satisfaction that the United States 
had exempted Canada from the mandatory import controls on crude 
oil and expressed the hope that the exemption in favor of Canada 
would continue. Concern. was expressed by the Canadians that the 
U.S. decision might be frustrated by administrative regulations. 
In the opinion of the U.S. members, the exemption in favor of Canada 
was an important precedent. The view was expressed by the U.S. 
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members that there seemed to be no foreseeable probability of a reim- 
position of import controls on Canadian oil. The Canadians’ also 
urged the removal of the current 10 cents per barrel import duty on 
Canadian oil which, in their opinion, places Canadian producers at 4 
serious economic disadvantage. The U.S. members, however, pointed 
out that the present oil surplus creates serious economic difficulties in 
some parts of the United States. There was general agreement that 
the-oil problem must be considered on a continental basis. | 
--The U.S: delegation pointed out ‘that Canadian oil can move 
economically into certain portions of the United States: They added, 
however, that in the event oil supplies were to be imperiled by polit- 
ical disturbances in other oil-producing regions of the world, it might 
be essential to move U.S. oil to Europe, thereby creating an even 
Py ae American market for Canadian oil: In the opinion of some 
U:S. delegates this is a security factor which cannot be overlooked, 
and it must be taken into consideration in the oil supply pattern. 

*- Natural gas.—The section discussed the diffictilties attending efforts 
to export Canadian natural gas to deficiency areas in the United 
States: The principal difficulty is‘the delay m securing administra- 
tive for such’ transactions. ‘The Canadians suggested that 
the Federal Power Commission be authorized to admit as evidence 
material which is earlier submitted to and accepted by the Canadian 
Energy Board. Such a procéss would reduce the time for ‘adminis- 
trative decision and would simplify ‘the administrative procediire. 

Uranium.—Current overproduction of uranium creates serious 
economic difficulties in both the United States and Canada. The 
Caihadian members expressed the hope that the United States would 
continue to buy substantial quantities of Canadian uranium even 
after the expiration of the present long-term-contracts, most of which 
come to an end in 1962 and 1963. he Canadians pointed out that 
Canadian production of uranium had been expanded at the request of 
the United States when there was a ‘deficiency in uranium. Now that 
there is an oversupply, the Canadians believe that their producers 


should not be foreclosed from the market. 

“The U.S. delegates pointed out that the United States and Canada 
each contributed what they had in order to meet a common threat 
during the period when uranium production was being expanded. 
Canada contributed its raw materials, while the United States con- 
tributed its processing capacity, weapons know-how, and capital. 

Some members on the oS. side suggested as a solution the scaling 
down of quantities currently being delivered under the Canadian 
long-term contracts with a concurrent extension of these contracts 
into the future. The problems connected with the marketing of 
uranium were discussed at considerable length. 
*.The U.S. delegates alluded to the worldwide power shortage. In 
view of this power shortage the long-term prospects for uranium 
production are good. It is inevitable that uranium will become a 
source of large-scale power and will thereby help meet the shortage. 
Consequently, in their view the long-term prospects ‘for Canadian 
uranium are good. 
~~ Lead and zine—The Canadians expressed concern over the recent 
imposition of import quotas on lead and zine by the United States. 

ear was expressed for the future of Canadian producers if import 
quotas are maintained:’ The Canadian members also forcefully 
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contended that the U.S. restrictions on lead and zinc imports were 
contrary to the obligations of the General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade. Some U.S. members suggested that an alternative method 
might be.a combination of production subsidies and of a mandatory 
increase in the tariff. The group was in general t, however 
that lead and. zinc problems should be Atk me on a continental. 
and from alongeterm point of View 

t was the general consensus shat ia the long run economic factors 
are such that the Canadian mines should be able to sell lead and zinc 
profitably to the United States. go 
_. Copper -—The Canadian members. were apprehensive, of the possi- 
bility that import controls. might be introduced on imports of copper 
into, the United. States, was also expressed thatthe 
copper market may be further affected by sales from U.S. strategic 
stoc re The U.S. delegation expr the view that there was 
little likelihood that copper would be released from the stockpiles 
since there would be no substantial economic advantages to the 
United States from such action, 

Iron ore, aluminum, and nickel.—Iron ore; The. U.S. delegates 
pointed out that the opening of the St. Lawrence Senorey may very 
well slow down the utilization and sale of low-grade U.S. ores since 
the great U.S, deposits of high-grade ore are fairly well depleted. 
Considerable expense was incurred by the United States in the 
development of the lower M cng ores. Now that relatively high- 
grade Canadian ore is available, the U.S. delegation believes that 
some steps should be taken to insure utilization of the U.S. deposits. 
The Canadians are disturbed at the growing competition from Chilean 
and Brazilian mines developed with U.S. capital. 

Aluminum: The Canadian members pointed out that Canadian 
production of aluminum was only 55 percent of capacity while U.S. 
production is being maintained at approximately 85 or 90 percent of 

oductive capacity. The Canadians suggested that the United 
States should buy more Canadian fabricated aluminum products. 

Nickel: The recent entry into production of U.S. mines in Cuba 
has caused concern in Canada, The Canadians are also disturbed 
that unrefined Cuban nickel enters the United States free of duty while 
Canadian exports in the form of refined metal are subject to duty. 

General considerations.—It was generally recognized that marketi 

roblems are similar on both sides of the border and that they sho 
considered on a qe eyes continental basis. 

Some of the U.S. delegation was of the opinion that the long-term 
prospects for Canadian minerals and sources of energy are ‘ 
Whatever the immediate hardships suffered by the Canadian extrac- 
tive industries, Canada does have huge reserves of minerals and energy 
sources which are not in short supply when viewed on a long-range 
basis. Furthermore, Canadian production will be more efficient than 
production in other areas of the world. Consequently, in their opinion 
the long-term prospects are in favor of the Canadian producers. 

The suggestion was made that a possible solution might be the 
establishment of a continental common market between Canada and 
the United States for basic minerals. It was further suggested that 
this possibility might be extended to all Western Hemisphere countries. 

Mention was made of the initiative taken by the United States in 
establishing an Inter-American Development Bank. 
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BOUNDARY- WATERS MATTERS 


’ The group, meeting as it did in connection with the dedication of 
the St. Lawrence seaway, took adequate notice of the unprecedented 
achievement of both countries which made possible the completion of 
one of the world’s greatest engineering projects. 

- This achievement and indeed these meetings are a good omen of 
further cooperation and the achievement of satisfactory solutions to 
‘the many problems in this area. 

The group agreed that the jurisdiction of the section on boundary 
‘waters should include practically all boundary matters, such as com- 
munications, the utilization and conservation of water resources, 
recreation, wilderness areas, etc. It was further agreed that boundary 
waters should be conserved and utilized on a basis which would be 
fair to both countries and in such a manner as to confer maximum 
benefits on both countries. 

The group agreed that unilateral action should not be taken in 
legislative or administrative matters affecting the interests of both 
countries without entering imto discussions aimed at reconciling 
divergent views. 

It was agreed that the steering group of the Canada-United States 
Interparliamentary Group should explore the adequacy of existing 
bodies and procedures | ee jurisdiction over boundary-waters 
problems, specifically the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence seaway, and 
— its findings with suggestions to the group. 

- The group concluded that it would be desirable for the International 
Joint Commission to finalize its plans for the joint development of 
the Columbia River so that the optimum development of the Columbia 
Basin might get underway as soon as possible. 

A presentation was made to the section on the problem of the 
Chicago diversion and the group expressed its hope that consultation 
between the United States and Canada on this subject might lead to 
constructive proposals. The group recommended that the steering 
committee of the Canada-United States Interparliamentary Group 
collect all existing reports, studies, and other data relating to problems 
of pollution, recreation, conservation, power utilization, industrial 
development, port facilities, and navigation in the Great Lakes area. 
It was recommended to the steering committee that it review and 
evaluate this material looking toward the making of further sugges- 
tions at the next meeting of the steering committee. 

The group noted with interest the pending economic feasibility 
‘studies of the Passamaquoddy tidal power project and noted the 
possibility that the study may indicate that mutual benefits will 
accrue to areas in both countries if the power could be made available. 
Mention was also made of the preservation of a Minnesota wilderness 
area and the development of mutually beneficial electric power grids 
along the international border. 

The group noted that many of the irritations between the United 
States and Canada are frequently the product of fundamental differ- 
ences which exist between our two systems of government. 
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CONCLUSION 


The House section of the Canada-United States In iamentary 
fae the following conclusions from this second meeting: 

1. The promise of fruitful deliberations held out by the preliminary 
mes in January was completely fulfilled. 

2. The discussions, both in the three working groups and in the 
plenary sessions, showed on the parts of the participants frora both 
nations a moderation and sensitivity to the problems of the other 
nation that made possible to a remarkable degree the outlining of 
substantial areas of agreement, without prejudice to the positions of 
either nation on controversial issues. 

3. The ample opportunity afforded for full discussion of divergent 
_ resulted in new knowledge and understanding on the part of all 

egates. 

4. As future meetings involve additional parliamentarians from both 
countries, the work of the group cannot fail to have a helpful effect on 
the deliberations of the legislative bodies of both countries in deliber-. 
ations affecting United States-Canadian relations. In order to take 
advantage of the experience gained by participants in this second 
meeting, future delegations should include a substantial number of 
those who have participated in previous meetings. Such a step will 
insure continuity of knowl and interest. — 

5. The informal and workmanlike manner in which the sessions. 
were conducted made a favorable impression upon the Canadian press. 
and public. A sensitive editorial in the Ottawa Journal on June 30 
reflected the impression in these words: 

We do not at all expect that because of these Ottawa-Montreal meetings, with 
U.S. Congressmen and Canadian MP’s talking frankly, honestly and _realisti- 
eally about common problems, that from here on Washington is going, to do every- 
thing we would like it to do about our uranium or our oil or about other things 
whieh concern us. What we may expect, though, is that when such questions 
come before the Congress there will be quite a few there who will have a better 
understanding of Canada’s position. (See appendix, p. 11.) 

6. In like manner it may reasonably be anticipated that problems. 
affecting the United States and questions affecting U.S. and Canadian 
relations will receive more sympathetic consideration and understand- 
ing in the Canadian Parliament. 

. The atmosphere and content of the discussions and their impact 
on the ney , se and the public confirm, in our opinion, the judg- 
ment of the Congress in passing House Joint Resolution 254. 


APPENDIX 


COMMUNIQUE 


The Canada-United States Inter-Parliamentary Group, consisting 
of twenty-four congressional and twenty-four liamentary repre- 
sentatives from the two countries, has met for the past three days in 
Montreal and Ottawa. The two-day session in Montreal had been 
timed to coincide with the formal opening of the St. Lawrence Seaway, 
which all the delegates attended. 

At a plenary meeting, the Group agreed that it was not its function 
to make recommendations as a body. Each national delegation will 
report as it thinks fit to its respective authorizing bodies. 

hree committees were created to examine the main items of the 
agenda for the talks, as agreed in advance, under the following 
headings: 

(1) Joint defence arrangements and problems, and co-operation 
in defence production. 

(2) Economic and strategic significance of production and trade 
in minerals such as oil and gas, base metals, uranium and 
iron. 

(3) Boundary Waters. 

The Committee on Defence and Defence Production examined the 
basic factors in Canada-United States defence relationship. It noted 
with satisfaction some of the results of Canada-United States defence 
co-operation, as for example the establishment of radar-warning lines 
and North American Air Defence Command, and recognized the sig- 
nificant contribution these joint efforts were making to the defence of 
the peoples and resources of the continent. There was complete agree- 
ment that the best hope of avoiding a nuclear war rests in the collec-. 
tive determination of the free world to resist aggression and in the 
maintenance of strong deterrent forces. In this context, Canada-~ 
. United States co-operation in air defence assumed special importance. 

In the field of defence and defence production, it was recognized 
that there is a unique degree of interdependence, requiring the best 
use of the resources of the two countries with the minimum duplica- 
tion of effort. Special attention was given to the question of what 
constituted a proper sharing of defence costs in the common effort. 

The delegates noted that the missile threat to North America is: 
increasing and that increased attention must be given to that threat. 
There could, however, be no question of dispensing with anti-bomber 
defences in the immediate future. The delegates were confident of 
the ability of United States and Canadian scientists and technicians: 
to surpass Soviet achievements in the missile field. 

It was recognized that adequate defence planning could be ac- 
complished only by means of regular consultations, at all levels of 
government. Due weight must be given in such consultations to 
political and economic, as well as military, factors. 
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As it is the responsibility of legislators to make decisions relating 
to defence expenditures, the Group stressed the need for Congress 
and Parliament to have the maximum access to defence information 
consistent with security considerations. 

Discussions in the working committee on strategic minerals took 
into account some of the major factors underlying Canada-United 
States economic relations, including Canada’s high degree of depend- 
ence on external trade and the economic implications of the concept 
of integrated North American defence. 

In their consideration of the oil question, the Canadian delegation 
expressed satisfaction at the recent exemption of Canadian oil from 
the United States mandatory import controls, and the hope that as a 
result Canadian crude oil would have access to the United States 
market on a freely competitive basis. With respect to natural gas, 
it was recognized that the major problem centred around the delays 
in processing applications for licences. The view was put forward 
that iaouek co-operation between the Federal Power Commission 
of the United States and the National Energy Board shortly to be 
established in Canada, this problem might be overcome. 

The Committee’s discussions ranged over a wide variety of base 
metals. There was recognition that the problems in many minerals 
were similar in nature on both sides of the border, and had their 
origin in a temporary situation of world-wide over-production. The 
problems with respect to the marketing of uranium, lead and zinc, 
are particularly acute. It was thought that in order to control and 
limit the harmful consequences of the current over-abundance of 
certain minerals, the problem of marketing these commodities should 
be considered on a continental basis and from a long-term point of 
view. 

The Working Group on Boundary Waters examined a number of 
matters in an atmosphere of cordiality and frankness. It was noted 
that, in the ease of Chicago diversion and the regulation of pilotage on 
the Great Lakes, inter-governmental consultations had either been 
proposed or were in fname and the hope was expressed that these 
consultations would lead to constructive proposals that would prove 
mutually satisfactory. The Group noted that industrial development 
and seaway traffic in the Great Lakes region will likely give rise to 
complex problems in such fields as pollution, recreation, conservation, 
em utilization, industrial location, port facilities and navigation. 

hese problems will be of mutual concern to the United States and 
to Canada; to states as well as to provinces. Further study of these 
problems was indicated. In so far as the Columbia River was con- 
cerned, the Committee reported its satisfaction at recent progress 
made by the International Joint Commission and hoped that, before 
long, the Commission would be making its recommendations to gov- 
ernments so that the governments concerned would be enabled to 
conclude arrangements om the development in the Basin to 
Ret under way at an early date. Such matters as those relating to the 


innesota wilderness area and the Passamaquoddy Development 
were introduced as possibly meriting further consideration at a future 
Meeting. 

The Group as a whole, in the course of general discussions, examined 
the origin of some current misunderstandings and noted that some at 
least of these might be attributable to the different forms of govern- 
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ment. It was considered that much could be accomplished by en- 
couraging legislators of the two countries to consult with and seek the 
advice of members who have had the opportunity of the mutual 
exchanges of views which the meetings of the Canada-United States. 
Inter-Parliamentary Group provide. 


Orrawa, June 27, 1959. 
(Editorial from Ottawa Journal, June 30, 1959] 
WHEN SensiBLeE Neicusors Sit Down To CuHat 


One of our bad habits of recent years has been to expect too much from inter- 
national conferences, and it may well be that we are repeating the error in the 
case of that Canada-United States Interparliamentary Group which met here 
this week-end. 

However, there were things about this gathering which made it different. 

In the first place, these ordinary politicians of the two countries—for that is 
what they were—did not get together in a forest of microphones under TV lights, 
did not have a horde of “‘experts”’ at their elbows or on their backs, and were not. 
chained to the propaganda or rigid policies of their respective governments. 
Instead, they just sat down informally to have a chat about the problems of their 
respective countries about how such problems flowed over from one country to. 
the other, and about the practical difficulties involved for politicians who could 
not ignore easily pressures from constituents. 

This was invaluable. For there is far too much assumption in Canada that 
Canadian problems are the only problems, that politicians in Washington should 
always be ready to do what we want them to do. We do not seem to under- 
stand, judging by a lot of what is said and written, that American politicians. 
have their problems, too, and that often the things which we ask them to do are. 
precisely the things which their own constituents insist they must not do. 

.. It is. when such things are understood, when problems are properly identified, 
that conferences get a chance to succeed. ° . 

We do not at all expect that because of these Ottawa-Montreal meetings, with 
U.S. Congressmen and Canadian MP’s talking frankly, honestly and realistically 
about common problems that from here on Washington is going to do every- 
thing we would like it to do about our uranium or our oil or about other things 
which concern us. What we may expect, though, is that when such questions 
come before the Congress there will be quite a few there who will have a better 
understanding of Canada’s position. 

That, in itself, should be a considerable gain. 


O 


